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COMMENT OF THE NATIONAL TRANSLATOR ASSOCIATION

Comes now the National Translator Association (NTA), whose mem

bers own, operate and are otherwise involved in the use of TV
translators to extend television to areas that would not other
wise have free over-the -air reception with, its comments in this
matter.

The NTA believes all of the proposed changes are beneficial, will
reduce some of the roadblocks which our rural members now need
lessly encounter in their dealings with the FCC and will result
in more equitable processing of applications~~~es where

there are conflicts. UstA8CDEOZp
,

The NTA members have for many years found the staff of the LPTV
Branch helpful when the members' applications cannot, for
whatever reason be routinely processed to a grant. However, both
our members and the staff have frequently been frustrated by the
rigid constraints which are now in place. It is our belief that
the application process should be flexible and compassionate in
the interest of having no unnecessary roadblocks in obtaining
translator construction permits for changes or new stations. In
short the process should be as cooperative as possible consistent
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with the needs to avoid squandering the Commission's resources,
being fair to other applicants and avoiding interference to other

stations.

MODIFICATION AND CORRECTION OF APPLICATIONS

The NTA believes it i~ consistent with the philosophy outlined

above and in the public interest to allow corrections to be made

to applications as the need arises during processing.

If a correction or modification does not conflict with an ear

lier entry in the database (whether license, CP or application)

or a simultaneously filed application, then it should be per
mitted, even if it results in an increase in the signal range.

The following are two examples of problems that have occurred in

the past, but which should be correctable even though the reach

of the signal would change:

1. The effective radiated power is in error and under

stated because the antenna gain in dB is erroneously

used in the calculation instead of the power multiplier
-e.g. if the gain is 15 dB, corresponding to a proper

multiplier of 31.6 the application ERP value would be
about one half of the intended and proper value.

2. The geographical coordinates and the plotted site on

the map exhibit do not agree. In such circumstances the

coordinates are usually in error and a correction will
shift location and change the reach of the proposed
coverage.

These are offered as examples to illustrate the point, but
without restricting the principle.
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We also believe, however, that any amendment should be secondary

to a simultaneously filed application that is correct as filed.

This is simple fairness.

The thirty day time period for corrections seems a good com

promise. A shorter time will produce corrections that are not

fully researched because of inadequate time, but allowing too

much time will extend the overall processing period.

The NPRM in Para. 9 proposes to allow "minor change" amendments

to applications that violate the LPTV interference protection

standards. We suggest this is desirable but more restrictive than

necessary. For instance, one change which might help in some cir

cumstances would be a change of channel. It does not seem that
such a change would be unfair to any interested party if the ap

plication with the new channel meets the interference protection

standards. However, such a change would have to be made well in

advance of a suceeding window so applicants in that window would
be aware of the change.

It should be noted that a post acceptance deficiency of a deter

mination of a possible hazard to air navigation would generally

require an application to the FAA for their decision. The thirty
day period should apply to making application to the FAA, not to

a final resolution.

TERRAIN SHIELDING

A request for a terrain shielding waiver is simply bringing an

important factor, which is present in actuality, into the deci

sion making process. Accordingly, the present policy of reject
ing an application with a terrain shielding waiver that is
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mutually exclusive with another application in the same window is

basically unfair. Thus the NTA recommends that an application

with a terrain shielding waiver be treated as a normal applica

tion even if it happens to mutually exclusive with a simul

taneously filed application.

In the case where an application, as filed, does not meet the

LPTV interference protectlon standard the NTA does not recommend
that the Commission allow the introduction of a terrain shielding

waiver as a cure. We accept the principle that applicants have

an obligation to be diligent and not call on the Commission's

resources to double process an application for lack of the ap

plicant having determined the need for the t~rrain shielding

waiver.

The case of mutually exclusive applications is just the opposite,
however. The window process purposely prevents most applicants

from knowing what other applicants will file. The introduction
of terrain shielding allows the processing to be done on the

basis of the physical circumstances that actually exist, with the

additional information introduced when the need for and scope of

it becomes known. This becomes a balance between fairness and a

modest extra use of the Commission's resources. We believe in

balance that the choice to take terrain shielding into account in

these instances is clearly in the public interest.

DEFINITION OF A MINOR CHANGE

ThebeliesattheofA
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improved flexibility while preventing a minor change move of a

station to serve an unrelated area. Further, it is easy to un

derstand and, we think, to administer.

One addition to the definition is requested, however. Consider

the example where a community has one or more translators on an
elevated site at one end of a valley with the community in the

valley. If it became ~esirable to move the translator site to

the other end of the valley and serve the community from the op

posite direction, the move would generally not fit even the

proposed new definition as the new site would probably be outside

the bounding circle. The new definition should not disqualify a

move, otherwise acceptable, as a minor change, if

a) the new transmitter site is outside the bounding

circle but is in a substantially uninhabited area and

b) any

which

tia11y

area included in the new protected contour but

is outside the bounding circle is also substan

uninhabited.

The NTA agrees it is probably better not to extend the new
definition of a minor change to pending applications until there

is experience with it in practice. However, it would be

desirable to ultimately have only one definition of a minor

change, presumably the new one.

CALL SIGNS FOR LPTV STATIONS

Call signs are not much of an issue with translator operators as

they generally provide the minimum identification required by the
FCC rules and such identification is invisible to the public.
Translators would, in fact, prefer to have no identification
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requirement at all. However, some of our members are also LPTV

station operators and would benefit from the better public per

ception that would go with standard four letter call signs.

It appears that "Option 1" in the NPRM which would require an

LPTV station to satisfy certain operating criteria before being
eligible for four letter call signs is complex and serves no use

ful purpose. The simplest approach and the one that would im

pose the least burden on the FCC's resources would be to simply

allow any LPTV station to have a four letter call sign on
request.

We do suggest, however, that LPTV CP holders be allowed to apply

for and be granted a specific four letter call sign so that the

call sign is available before turn on and the station can begin

to build viewer recognition and local community identification

just before and during the turn-on period when stations usually
try to get publicity.

Respectfully submitted,

The NATIONAL TRANSLATOR ASSOCIATION, INC.

(
Darwin Hillberry, Presiden
P.O. Box 628
Riverton, WY 82501

307-856-3322

June 7, 1993
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